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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . In view of the Pre-Appeal Brief filed on July 9, 2007, PROSECUTION IS 
HEREBY REOPENED. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the 
following two options: 

(1) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply 
under 37 CFR 1.113 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41.31 followed 
by an appeal brief under 37 CFR 41.37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and 
appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth 
in 37 CFR 41 .20 have been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant 
must pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by 
signing below. 




(John Breene) 



Application/Control Number: 10/814,069 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2162 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-12, and 14-36 have been 
considered but are not persuasive. 

Applicant argued that Doganata does not disclose whether at least a portion of a 
previously stored set associated with a search query is a valid search result set for the 
search query, and, if so, outputting the portion as a search of the search query 
(Applicant's Pre-Appeal Brief, Page 2 lines 14-16). 

In response, it is pointed out that Examiner is entitled to give claim limitations 
their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the specification. See MPEP 21 1 1 
[R-1] Interpretation of Claims-Broadest Reasonable Interpretation. During patent 
examination, the pending claims must be 'given the broadest reasonable interpretation 
consistent with the specification.' Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the 
claims during prosecution and broad interpretation by the examiner reduces the 
possibility that the claim, once issued, will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. 
In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

With respect to the argument that Doganata does not disclose whether at least a 
portion of a previously stored set associated with a search query is a valid search result 
set for the search query, and, if so, outputting the portion as a search of the search 
query (Applicant's Pre-Appeal Brief, Page 2 lines 14-16), it is pointed out that Doganata 
in view of Simmons (U.S. Patent Number 7006588) teaches said limitation as follows. 

Doganata teaches the limitation "determining whether (at least a portion of the 
previously) stored result set associated with the search query is a valid search result for 
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the search query" (Doganata, Paragraph 0024, i.e., The present invention overcomes a 
problem with metasearch systems. As explained previously, a metasearch system 
sends a query to a multitude of information sources and the results are grouped and 
merged. The results are either arranged based on the original scores of the documents 
or are grouped based on the search engine. If the relevance of these information 
sources and their categories to the query is not known, the returned results are usually 
not satisfactory. By ranking the information sources, the present invention has the ability 
to return a higher percentage of relevant documents to the user in a faster fashion. 
In other words, embodiments of the present invention can determine that several 
information sources return more relevant documents. If these information sources are 
searched first, then the results placed highest in a list of returned documents will 
generally be more pertinent than the results obtained by the metasearch system; and 
Paragraph 0022, i.e., Furthermore, queries may be generated automatically from the 
keywords that represent a category to determine the rank of an information source. 
The keywords are sent to information sources and the returned results are analyzed for 
rankings. Each category is associated with a number of keywords, and the query is 
determined from the keywords corresponding to the category; Note that by ranking of 
the results according their relevance and returning a higher percentage of relevant 
documents, the method of Doganata is essentially determining how large a portion of a 
category of searched results are relevant to the query. Therefore, the method is 
inherently determining whether a portion of the previously stored result set associated 
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with the search query is a valid result set for the search query. Also Note Paragraph 
0039 of Doganata for this limitation, i.e., document analyzer 150); and 

Doganata does not explicitly teach the limitations: "(determining whether) at least 
a portion of the previously (stored result set associated with the search query is a valid 
search result for the search query)" and "if the at least a portion of the previously stored 
result set associated with the search query is determined to be a valid search result set 
for the search query". Limitations in parenthesis are taught by Doganata. 
On the other hand, Simmons teaches the limitations: 
"determining whether at least a portion of the previously stored result set 
associated with the search query is a valid search result for the search query" and "if the 
at least a portion of the previously stored result set associated with the search query is 
determined to be a valid search result set for the search query" (Simmons, Abstract, i.e., 
A received communication signal is stored in a memory and portions thereof are read 
from the memory and monitored to detect the sync signal. When a detected sync signal 
is determined to be invalid, previously read portions of the received communication 
signal, preferably beginning at a portion of the received signal immediately after a start 
of the detected sync signal, are again read and monitored to detect the sync signal; 
Simmons, Column 6 Line 57 through Column 7 Line 6, i.e., As will be apparent to those 
skilled in the art, sync signal detectors typically perform correlations between received 
data and an expected sync signal or pattern, such as the FS pattern described above, 
to produce a probability output indicative of the likelihood that a portion of 
received data is a valid sync signal). 



Application/Control Number: 10/814,069 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2162 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Doganata to combine with method of 
Simmons, which teaches determining whether a portion/portions of data to be valid or 
not, so that the resultant method would determine whether at least a portion of the 
previously stored result set associated with the search query is a valid search result for 
the search query. One would have been motivated to do so in order to screen for valid 
data (Simmons, Column 1 Lines 44-55). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

1 . This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
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consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

2. Claims 1-3, 8-10, 17-19, and 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Doganata (hereinafter "Doganata", U.S. Patent Application 
Publication Number 2003/0220913) in view of Simmons et al., (hereinafter "Simmons", 
U.S. Patent Number 7006588). 

As per claim 1 , Doganata teaches the limitations: 

(a) "receiving a search query" (Doganata, Figure 1: USER l/F 105 and 
PERSONAL QUERY MANAGER 110 ; and Paragraph 0022, i.e., new user queries are 
generated, information sources are queried); 

(b) "determining whether the search query has been previously received" 
(Doganata, Paragraph 0033, i.e., If the user has previously used this query within the 
context of "computer language",; and Paragraph 0022, i.e., The new user query may 
be based on a previously entered user query, which is given its own personal 
category or is related to a general category. If the user enters a user query that has 
no corresponding category, then it is beneficial to associate a category to the query. 
Once a category is associated with the query, then the corresponding keywords and the 
ranked list of information sources are also associated with the query; and Paragraph 
0036, i.e., If there is no match,); 



Application/Control Number: 10/814,069 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2162 

(c) "if the search query has been previously entered" (Doganata, Paragraph 
0033, i.e., If the user has previously used this query within the context of "computer 
language'), 

(i) retrieving a previously stored result set associated with the search 
query" (Doganata, Paragraph 0022, i.e., If the user has previously used this query 
within the context of "computer language, " then only "computer languages" is 
returned as the category); and 

(ii) "determining whether (at least a portion of the previously) stored result 
set associated with the search query is a valid search result for the search query" 
(Doganata, Paragraph 0024, i.e., The present invention overcomes a problem with 
metasearch systems. As explained previously, a metasearch system sends a query to a 
multitude of information sources and the results are grouped and merged. The results 
are either arranged based on the original scores of the documents or are grouped 
based on the search engine. If the relevance of these information sources and their 
categories to the query is not known, the returned results are usually not satisfactory. 
By ranking the information sources, the present invention has the ability to return a 
higher percentage of relevant documents to the user in a faster fashion. In other 
words, embodiments of the present invention can determine that several information 
sources return more relevant documents. If these information sources are searched 
first, then the results placed highest in a list of returned documents will generally be 
more pertinent than the results obtained by the metasearch system; and Paragraph 
0022, i.e., Furthermore, queries may be generated automatically from the keywords that 
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represent a category to determine the rank of an information source. The keywords are 
sent to information sources and the returned results are analyzed for rankings. Each 
category is associated with a number of keywords, and the query is determined from the 
keywords corresponding to the category; Note that by ranking of the results according 
their relevance and returning a higher percentage of relevant documents, the method of 
Doganata is essentially determining how large a portion of a category of searched 
results are relevant to the query. Therefore, the method is determining whether a 
portion of the previously stored result set associated with the search query is a valid 
result set for the search query. Also Note Paragraph 0039 of Doganata for this 
limitation, i.e., document analyzer 150); and 

(d) "(if the at least a portion of the previously stored result set associated with the 
search query is determined to be a valid search result set for the search query), 
outputting the portion of the previously stored result set associated with the search 
query as a search result of the search query" (Doganata, Paragraph 0024, i.e., the 
present invention has the ability to return a higher percentage of relevant documents 
to the user). 

Doganata does not explicitly teach the limitations: "(determining whether) at least 
a portion of the previously (stored result set associated with the search query is a valid 
search result for the search query)" and "if the at least a portion of the previously stored 
result set associated with the search query is determined to be a valid search result set 
for the search query". Limitations in parenthesis are taught by Doganata. 

On the other hand, Simmons teaches the limitations: 
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"determining whether at least a portion of the previously stored result set 
associated with the search query is a valid search result for the search query" and "if the 
at least a portion of the previously stored result set associated with the search query is 
determined to be a valid search result set for the search query" (Simmons, Abstract, i.e., 
A received communication signal is stored in a memory and portions thereof are read 
from the memory and monitored to detect the sync signal. When a detected sync signal 
is determined to be invalid, previously read portions of the received communication 
signal, preferably beginning at a portion of the received signal immediately after a start 
of the detected sync signal, are again read and monitored to detect the sync signal; 
Simmons, Column 6 Line 57 through Column 7 Line 6, i.e., As will be apparent to those 
skilled in the art, sync signal detectors typically perform correlations between received 
data and an expected sync signal or pattern, such as the FS pattern described above, 
to produce a probability output indicative of the likelihood that a portion of 
received data is a valid sync signal). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Doganata to combine with method of 
Simmons, which teaches determining whether a portion/portions of data to be valid or 
not, so that the resultant method would determine whether at least a portion of the 
previously stored result set associated with the search query is a valid search result for 
the search query. One would have been motivated to do so in order to screen for valid 
data (Simmons, Column 1 Lines 44-55). 
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As per claim 2, Doganata in view of Simmons teaches the limitation: 
"wherein determining whether a search query has been previously received 

i 

comprises comparing the search query to a list of previously received search queries" 
(Doganata, Paragraph 0033, i.e., If the user has previously used this query within the 
context of "computer language'). Comparing the search query to a list of previously 
received queries is inherent in said disclosure of Doganata, i.e., Paragraph 0033 of 
Doganata. 

As per claim 3, Doganata in view of Simmons teaches the limitation: 
"wherein determining whether at least a portion of the previously stored result set 
associated with the search query is a valid search result set for the query comprises 
determining at least one of the following: determining that a portion of the result set 
includes a change (Doganata, Paragraph 0046, i.e., The information source analyzer 
160 sends the ranked list 161 of information sources 180 to the linguistic library 170, 
along with the associated query and category. When the linguistic library 170 receives 
the ranked list of information sources 180 through link 161, the linguistic library 170 
updates the category with the ranked list 161 of information sources 180, as described 
below in reference to FIG. 3). Note that the category is updated because new set of 
results from the information source analyzer includes changes. 

As per claim 8, Doganata in view of Simmons teaches the limitation: 
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"wherein the previously stored result set associated with the search query 
comprises at least one of the following: client-side articles, and network articles" 
(Doganata, Paragraph 0003, i.e., text document; Paragraph 0025, i.e., a document, ). 

As per claim 9, Sommerer in view of Simmons teaches the limitation: 
" wherein the search query comprises at least one of the following: an implicit 
query, an explicit query, both an implicit query and an explicit query" (Doganata, 
Paragraph 0023, i.e., Furthermore, queries may be generated automatically from the 
keywords that represent a category; and Paragraph 0020, i.e., The categories 
effectively allow a user query to be expanded into a number of keywords). 

As per claim 10, Doganata in view of Simmons teaches the limitation: 
"wherein the previously stored result set associated with at least one of the 
following: a real-time event, a historical event, an indexable event, a non-indexable 
event" (Doganata, Paragraph 0039, i.e., the document retriever 140 catalogs results 
from each of the information source 180). 

Claim 17 is essentially the same as claim 1 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 
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Claim 18 is essentially the same as claim 2 except that 



it set forth the claimed 



invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method 



and rejected for the same 



reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 1 9 is essentially the same as claim 3 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 24 is essentially the same as claim 8 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 25 is essentially the same as claim 9 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 26 is essentially the same as claim 10 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 



3. Claims 4-7, 1 1, 14, 15, 20-23, 27, 30, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Doganata in view Simmons and further in view of of 
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Baidya et al., (hereinafter "Baidya", U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 
2003/0046311). 

As per claim 4, Doganata in view of Simmons does not explicitly teach the 
limitation: "wherein determining whether at least a portion of the previously stored result 
set associated with the search query is a valid search result set of the search query 
comprises determining whether a preset amount of time has elapsed from a time 
associated with the result set". 

Baidya teaches the limitation: 

"wherein determining whether at least a portion of the previously stored result set 
meets at least one condition comprises determining whether a preset amount of time 
has elapsed from a time associated with the result set" (Baidya, Paragraph 0013, i.e., 
automatically updating the information; Paragraph 0020, i.e., information previously 
stored in the InfoBase is automatically updated on a periodic basis; and Paragraph 
0023, i.e., News information is updated daily by the BioNews Engine; Paragraph 0050, 
i.e., The Back-End processing Engine includes an automatic data-mining unit that 
periodically gathers information made available on the Internet to update the BioZak 
InfoBase industry database; and Paragraph 0051, Paragraph 0052, Paragraph 0053, 
Paragraph 0054, Paragraph 0055, Paragraph 0057, Paragraph 0058, Paragraph 0059, 
Paragraph 0065). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Doganata in view of Simmons, which 
caches previously visited web content, to combine with the method of Baidya, which 
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updates caches of web content on periodic basis, so that the resultant method would 
determine whether a preset amount of time has elapsed from a time associated with the 
result set. One would have been motivated to do so because there is a need for a 
method and system for automatically, or semi-atomically, categorizing and classifying 
large volumes of information and keeping the information up to date so that it is current 
and reliable (Baidya, Paragraph 0012). 

As per claim 5, Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of Baidya 
teaches the limitation: 

"wherein determining whether at least a portion of the previously stored result set 
associated with the search query is a valid search result set for the search query 
comprises determining whether a preset amount of time has elapsed from a date 
associated with the result set" (Baidya, Paragraph 0013, i.e., automatically updating the 
information; Paragraph 0020, i.e., information previously stored in the InfoBase is 
automatically updated on a periodic basis; and Paragraph 0023, i.e., News information 
is updated daily by the BioNews Engine; Paragraph 0050, i.e., The Back-End 
processing Engine includes an automatic data-mining unit that periodically gathers 
information made available on the Internet to update the BioZak InfoBase industry 
database; and Paragraph 0051, Paragraph 0052, Paragraph 0053, Paragraph 0054, 
Paragraph 0055, Paragraph 0057, Paragraph 0058, Paragraph 0059, Paragraph 0065). 
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As per claim 6, Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of Baidya 
teaches the limitation: 

"wherein retrieving a previously stored result set associated with the search 
query comprises at least one of the following: retrieving the result set from an optical 
disc, retrieving a result set from a hard drive, retrieving the result set from an external 
data storage medium, retrieving a result set from an external data storage reader, and 
retrieving a result set from a data store on the client-side" (Baidya, Paragraph 0151 , 
i.e., a BioZak InfoBase CD containing data and instructions). 

As per claim 7, Doganata in view of Baidya teaches the limitation: 
"wherein receiving a search query comprises at least one of the following: 
receiving the search query from a user operating an offline client-side device, receiving 
the search query from a user operating an online client-side device" (Baidya, Paragraph 
0515, i.e., a BioZak InfoBase CD containing data and instructions; and Paragraph 0151, 
i.e., allows users to search for information offline ). 

As per claim 1 1 , Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of Baidya 
teaches the limitations: 

"If the search query has not been previously received" (Doganata, Paragraph 
0022, i.e., The new user query may be based on a previously entered user query, 
which is given its own personal category or is related to a general category. If the user 
enters a user query that has no corresponding category, then it is beneficial to 
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associate a category to the query. Once a category is associated with the query, then 
the corresponding keywords and the ranked list of information sources are also 
associated with the query) 

(i) receiving a new result set (Doganata, Paragraph 0022, i.e., Once a category is 
associated with the query, then the corresponding keywords and the ranked list of 
information sources are also associated with the query; Paragraph 0023, i.e., The 
keywords are sent to information sources and the returned results are analyzed for 
ranking); 

(ii) "storing the new result set and the search query in an offline-accessible data 
store" (Baidya, Paragraph 0151, i.e., Paragraph 0515, i.e., a BioZak InfoBase CD 
containing data and instructions; and Paragraph 0151, i.e., allows users to search for 
information offline), and 

(iii) "indexing the result and the search query for subsequent retrieval of the new 
result set" (Baidya, Paragraph 0050, i.e., thereafter, categorize and index the 
information for storage in the InfoBase). 

As per claim 14, Doganata teaches the limitation: 

"wherein receiving a new result set comprises performing a search for articles in 
response to the search query" (Doganata, Paragraph 0023, i.e., The keywords are sent 
to information sources and the returned results are analyzed for ranking). 
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As per claim 15, Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of Baidya 
teaches the limitation: 

" wherein storing the new result set and the search query in an offline-accessible 
data store comprises at least one of the following: storing the result set on an optical 
disc, storing the result set on a hard drive, storing the result set on an external data 
storage medium, storing the result set on an external data storage reader, and storing 
the result set on a data store on the client-side" (Baidya, Paragraph 0515, i.e., a BioZak 
InfoBase CD containing data and instructions; and Paragraph 0151, i.e., allows users to 
search for information offline). 

Claim 20 is essentially the same as claim 4 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 21 is essentially the same as claim 5 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

As per claim 22, Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of Baidya 
teaches the limitation: 

" wherein the program code for retrieving a previously stored result set 
associated with the search query comprises at least one of the following: program code 
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for retrieving the result set from an optical disc, program code for retrieving a result set 
from a hard drive, program code for retrieving the result set from an external data 
storage medium, program code for retrieving a result set from an external data storage 
reader, and program code for retrieving a result set from a data store on the client-side" 
(Baidya, Paragraph 0151, i.e., a BioZak InfoBase CD containing data and instructions). 

As per claim 23, Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of Baidya 
teaches the limitation: 

"wherein the program code for receiving a search query comprises at least one of 
the following: program code for receiving the search query from a user operating an 
offline client-side device, program code for receiving the search query from a user 
operating an online client-side device" (Baidya, Paragraph 0515, i.e., a BioZak InfoBase 
CD containing data and instructions; and Paragraph 0151 , i.e., allows users to search 
for information offline). 

Claim 27 is essentially the same as claim 1 1 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 30 is essentially the same as claim 14 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 
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Claim 31 is essentially the same as claim 27 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

4. Claims 29 and 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Doganata in view Simmons and further in view of Baidya and further in view of 
Denny et al., (hereinafter "Denny") (U.S. Patent Number 7082428). 

As per claim 29, Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of in view of 
Baidya does not explicitly teach the limitation: "comparing the search query to a list of 
previously received search queries" 

On the other hand, Denny teaches the limitation: 

"comparing the search query to a list of previously received search queries" 
(Denny, Abstract). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add the feature of comparing current queries to pervious 
queries, as taught by Denny, to the method of Doganata in view of Simmons and further 
in view of in view of Baidya so that the resultant method would compare current queries 
to the previous queries. One would have been motivated to do so in order to do away 
with multiple duplicative searches (Denny, Column 1 Lines 62-67). 
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As per claim 34, Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of in view of 
Baidya and further in view of Denny teaches the limitations: 

(a) "receiving a search query" (Doganata, Figure 1: USER l/F 105 and 
PERSONAL QUERY MANAGER 110; and Paragraph 0022, i.e., new user queries are 
generated, information sources are queried) ; 

(b) "determining whether the search query has been previously received" 
(Doganata, Paragraph 0033, i.e., If the user has previously used this query within the 
context of "computer language",; and Paragraph 0022, i.e., The new user query may 
be based on a previously entered user query, which is given its own personal 
category or is related to a general category. If the user enters a user query that has 
no corresponding category, then it is beneficial to associate a category to the query. 
Once a category is associated with the query, then the corresponding keywords and the 
ranked list of information sources are also associated with the query; and Paragraph 
0036, i.e., If there is no match; and Denny, Abstract, i.e., An application server 
compares an entered query with the previously executed queries. If the application 
server finds a query that is substantially similar to the entered query, the application 
server returns the results corresponding to the previously executed query. If no 
substantially similar result is found, the query is executed against one or more data 
sources); 

(c) "if the search query has not been previously received, 

(i) receiving the first result set" (Denny, Abstract, i.e., An application server 
compares an entered query with the previously executed queries. If the application 
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server finds a query that is substantially similar to the entered query, the application 
server returns the results corresponding to the previously executed query. If no 
substantially similar result is found, the query is executed against one or more data 
sources); 

(ii) "storing the first result set in an offline-accessible data store" (Baidya, 
Paragraph 0151); and 

(iii) "indexing the first result set for subsequent retrieval" (Baidya, 
Paragraph 0151); and 

(d) "if the search query has been previously received" (Denny, Abstract,), 
(i) "retrieving a previously stored result set associated with the search 
query" (Doganata, Paragraph 0022, i.e., If the user has previously used this query 
within the context of "computer language, " then only "computer languages" is 
returned as the category) ; 

(il) "determining whether at least a portion of the previously stored result 
set associated with the search query is a valid search result for the search query" 
(Doganata, Paragraph 0024, i.e., The present invention overcomes a problem with 
metasearch systems. As explained previously, a metasearch system sends a query to a 
multitude of information sources and the results are grouped and merged. The results 
are either arranged based on the original scores of the documents or are grouped 
based on the search engine. If the relevance of these information sources and their 
categories to the query is not known, the returned results are usually not satisfactory. 
By ranking the information sources, the present invention has the ability to return a 
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higher percentage of relevant documents to the user in a faster fashion. In other 
words, embodiments of the present invention can determine that several information 
sources return more relevant documents. If these information sources are searched 
first, then the results placed highest in a list of returned documents will generally be 
more pertinent than the results obtained by the metasearch system; and Paragraph 
0022, i.e., Furthermore, queries may be generated automatically from the keywords that 
represent a category to determine the rank of an information source. The keywords are 
sent to information sources and the returned results are analyzed for rankings. Each 
category is associated with a number of keywords, and the query is determined from the 
keywords corresponding to the category; Note that by ranking of the results according 
their relevance and returning a higher percentage of relevant documents, the method of 
Doganata is essentially determining how large a portion of a category of searched 
results are relevant to the query. Therefore, the method is determining whether a 
portion of the previously stored result set associated with the search query is a valid 
result set for the search query. Also Note Paragraph 0039 of Doganata for this 
limitation, i.e., document analyzer 150; Simmons, Abstract, i.e., A received 
communication signal is stored in a memory and portions thereof are read from the 
memory and monitored to detect the sync signal. When a detected sync signal is 
determined to be invalid, previously read portions of the received communication 
signal, preferably beginning at a portion of the received signal immediately after a start 
of the detected sync signal, are again read and monitored to detect the sync signal; 
Simmons, Column 6 Line 57 through Column 7 Line 6, i.e., As will be apparent to those 
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skilled in the art, sync signal detectors typically perform correlations between received 
data and an expected sync signal or pattern, such as the FS pattern described above, 
to produce a probability output indicative of the likelihood that a portion of 
received data is a valid sync signal), 

(iil) "if the at least a portion of the previously stored result set associated 
with the search query is determined to be a valid search result set for the search query, 
outputting the portion of the previously stored result set" (Doganata, Paragraph 0024, 
Paragraph 0022, and Paragraph 0039; Simmons, Abstract, i.e., A received 
communication signal is stored in a memory and portions thereof are read from the 
memory and monitored to detect the sync signal. When a detected sync signal is 
determined to be invalid, previously read portions of the received communication 
signal, preferably beginning at a portion of the received signal immediately after a start 
of the detected sync signal, are again read and monitored to detect the sync signal; 
Simmons, Column 6 Line 57 through Column 7 Line 6, i.e., As will be apparent to those 
skilled in the art, sync signal detectors typically perform correlations between received 
data and an expected sync signal or pattern, such as the FS pattern described above, 
to produce a probability output indicative of the likelihood that a portion of 
received data is a valid sync signal), and 

(iv) "if the at least a portion of the previously stored result set associated 
with the search query is determined not to be a valid search result set for the search 
query" (Doganata Paragraph 0022, i.e., The new user query may be based on a 
previously entered user query, which is given its own personal category or is related 
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to a general category. If the user enters a user query that has no corresponding 
category, then it is beneficial to associate a category to the query. Once a category is 
associated with the query, then the corresponding keywords and the ranked list of 
information sources are also associated with the query; and Paragraph 0036, i.e., If 
there is no match; Simmons, Abstract, i.e., A received communication signal is stored in 
a memory and portions thereof are read from the memory and monitored to detect the 
sync signal. When a detected sync signal is determined to be invalid, previously read 
portions of the received communication signal, preferably beginning at a portion of the 
received signal immediately after a start of the detected sync signal, are again read and 
monitored to detect the sync signal; Simmons, Column 6 Line 57 through Column 7 Line 
6, i.e., As will be apparent to those skilled in the art, sync signal detectors typically 
perform correlations between received data and an expected sync signal or pattern, 
such as the FS pattern described above, to produce a probability output indicative 
of the likelihood that a portion of received data is a valid sync signal), 

(1) "receiving the second result set" (Denny, Abstract; The method of Denny 
can retrieve as many results sets as necessary); 

(2) "storing the second result set in an offline-accessible data store" (Baidya, 
Paragraph 0151); and 

(3) "indexing the second result set for subsequent retrieval" (Baidya, Paragraph 

0151). 
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As per claim 35, Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of in view of 
Baidya and further in view of Denny teaches the limitation: 

"wherein determining whether a search query has been previously received 
comprises comparing the search query to a list of previously received search queries" 
(Denny, Abstract, i.e., An application server compares an entered query with the 
previously executed queries. If the application server finds a query that is substantially 
similar to the entered query, the application server returns the results corresponding to 
the previously executed query. If no substantially similar result is found, the query is 
executed against one or more data sources). 

As per claim 36, Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of in view of 
Baidya and further in view of Denny teaches the limitation: 

"wherein determining whether at least a portion of the previously stored 
result set associated with the search query is a valid search result set for the search 
query comprises determining at least one of the following: determining that a portion 
of the previously result set is new, determining that a portion of the previously stored 
result set includes a change, determining that a new article exists in a category of the 
previously stored result set, determining that a new article has been received in a 
category of the previously stored result set, determining that an article has been 
changed in the previously stored result set, determining that a new email has been 
received in a category of the previously stored result set, determining that a new email 
has been sent in a category of the previously stored result set, determining that a new 
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web page has been received in a category of the previously stored result set, 
determining that a web page has been changed in a category of the previously stored 
result set, determining that a new document has been received in a category of the 
previously stored result set, and determining that a new document has been generated 
in a category of the previously stored result set" (Doganata, Paragraph 0046, i.e., The 
information source analyzer 160 sends the ranked list 161 of information sources 180 to 
the linguistic library 170, along with the associated query and category. When the 
linguistic library 170 receives the ranked list of information sources 180 through link 
161, the linguistic library 170 updates the category with the ranked list 161 of 
information sources 180, as described below in reference to FIG. 3). Note that the 
category is updated because new set of results from the information source analyzer 
includes changes. Simmons, Abstract, i.e., A received communication signal is stored in 
a memory and portions thereof are read from the memory and monitored to detect the 
sync signal. When a detected sync signal is determined to be invalid, previously read 
portions of the received communication signal, preferably beginning at a portion of the 
received signal immediately after a start of the detected sync signal, are again read and 
monitored to detect the sync signal; Simmons, Column 6 Line 57 through Column 7 Line 
6, i.e., As will be apparent to those skilled in the art, sync signal detectors typically 
perform correlations between received data and an expected sync signal or pattern, 
such as the FS pattern described above, to produce a probability output indicative 
of the likelihood that a portion of received data is a valid sync signal), 
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(1) "receiving the second result set" (Denny, Abstract; The method of Denny 
can retrieve as many results sets as necessary); 

(2) "storing the second result set in an offline-accessible data store" (Baidya, 
Paragraph 01 51/ 



5. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Doganata in view Simmons and further in view of Baidya and further in view of Rivers- 
Moore et al, (hereinafter "Rivers", U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 
2004/0267813). 

As per claim 33, Doganata in view Simmons and further in view of Baidya 
teaches the limitations: 

"receiving a request for an article, the article being accessible via a network" 
(Doganata, Figure 1; Paragraph 0028, i.e., Internet databases, Internet search engines 
or public or private databases) ; 

"determining whether the article is valid" (Doganata, Paragraph 0033, i.e., If the 
user has previously used this query within the context of "computer language'); 

"if the article is determined not to be valid, retrieving the article via the network" 
(Doganata, Paragraph 0024, Paragraph 0022, and Paragraph 0039, i.e., if the query is 
new, that is, the query was not entered/received before; See claim 1 for details); 
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"retrieving the article via the network" (Doganata, Paragraph 0024, Paragraph 
0022, and Paragraph 0039); 

"outputting the article on the client device" (Doganata, Paragraph 0024, i.e., the 
present invention has the ability to return a higher percentage of relevant documents 

to the user); 

"if the article is not stored in the offline-accessible data store" (Baidya, Paragraph 
0050k i.e., Back-End Processing Engine ). Note that most of Baidya's method and 
system are implemented online, i.e., data is not stored in offline-accessible. Only in 
Paragraph 0515, Baidya recites an alternative embodiment wherein data is stored in 
offline-accessible store. 

Doganata in view Simmons and further in view of Baidya not explicitly teach the 
limitations: 

"determining whether the article is stored in an offline-accessible data store 
associated with the client device"; and "if the article is stored in an offline-accessible 
data store"; and "retrieving the article from the offline-accessible data store"; 

Rivers teaches the limitations: 

"determining whether the article is stored in an offline-accessible data store 
associated with the client device" (Rivers Paragraph 0088, i.e., determine if the solution 
is available locally for offline use); and 
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"if the article is stored in an offline-accessible data store"; and "retrieving the 
article from the offline-accessible data store" (Rivers Paragraph 0089, i.e., to determine 
if the solution 124 is on the computer (cached or available offline) and access the 
solution). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add the feature of determining whether data is stored in an 
offline-accessible or not, as taught by Rivers, to the method and system of Doganata in 
view of Simmons and further in view of Baidya so that the resultant method and system 
would determine if the data is stored in offline store or not. One would have been 
motivated to do so in order to efficiently gather electronic information (Rivers, Paragraph 
0011). 

6. Claims 12, 16, 28, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of Baidya and 
further in view Shaath et al., (hereinafter "Shaath") (U.S. Patent Application Publication 
Number 20060010150). 

As per claim 12, Doganata in view Simmons and further in view of Baidya does 
not explicitly teach the limitation: "determining expiration data for the result set". 

Shaath teaches the limitation: "determining expiration data for the result set" 
(Paragraph 0030, i.e., it will expire; Paragraph 0102, expiration dates; and 
Paragraph0104, i.e. To determine the expiration date). 
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At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add the feature of determining expiration data, taught by 
Shaath, to method of Doganata in view of Simmons and further in view of Baidya so that 
the resultant method would determine expiration data. One would have been motivated 
to do so because determining expiration data is notoriously well know in the art. 

As per claim 16, Doganata in view Simmons and further in view of Baidya and 
further in view of Shaath teaches the limitation: 

"wherein (f) determining expiration data for the result set comprises determining 
expiration data for at least a portion of the result set, and displaying the expiration data 
for the at least a portion of the result set" (Shaath, Paragraph 0102, expiration dates; 
and Paragraph0104, i.e. To determine the expiration date; and 0032, i.e., completely 
transparent to the user). 

Claim 28 is essentially the same as claim 12 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 32 is essentially the same as claim 16 except that it set forth the claimed 
invention as a computer usable medium rather than a method and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 
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